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Eng inee r ing  Fac i l i t y  Ac t i v i t i es ;  Wes t
A t tn :  Mr .  R i cha rd  Powe l l  118321
900 Commodore Drive
San  Bruno ,  Ca l i f o rn ia  94066-5006

Dear  Mr .  Powe l l :

PARCEIJ B DRAFT FINAIJ REMEDIAI, I}WESTIGATION (RI) REPORT III'NTERS
POIliflr

The Department of Toxic Substances Control (Department)
received the Draf t  F ina l  Parcel  B RI  repor t  and responses to
comments on June,  3 L996.  The Depar tment  recognizes t .he ef for t
by the Navy in producing the RI report, knowi-ng the complexit ies
of  issues.  However ,  to  impar t  our  remain ing concerns wi th  the
responses, we are forwarding the fol lowing and encl-osed comments.

In  ou r  comment  l e t t e r  o f  March  18 ,  L996 ,  t he  Depar tmen t
asked the Navy a ser ies of  quest ions point , ing to  the reasons
behind draf t i -ng and submit t ing an incomplete and insuf f ic ient
report. The Department also requested the Navy to expand
discuss ions on nature and extent  o f  contaminat ion,  prov ide
addi t ional  descr ip t ions on data gaps,  and to  c l -ar i fy  ambiguous
concl -us ions.  To ass is t  the Navy,  or  Apr i l  16,  1996 the agencies
met  wi th  the Navy and i ts  contractors to  d iscuss the issues.

To ref lect  the concerns ra ised by the EPA and the State for
the Parcel  B RI  repor t ,  the Navy requested a 30-day extension to
rev ise t .he ent i re  repor t .  Assurances were g iven that  a  30-day
extension was necessary to  respond to a l l  the concerns.  To
fac i l i ta te cooperat ion and hopfu l ly  generate a complete repor t ,
the agencies agreed to that  extension.  On June 3,  1996 the
Department. received the Draft Final RI report and responses to
commentrs .

In  our  comment  le t ter  o f  March 18,  1996,  the Depar tment
requested the Navy to  ident i fy  and d iscuss data gaps.  These data
gaps have been known to the Navy for severaf years. For example,
a r e a  a d j a c e n t  t o  I R - 1 8  w a s  i d e n t i f i e d  a s  a  d a t a  g a p  i n  1 9 9 4 .
is  s t i1 l  unc lear  to  us  how the  Navy  fa i l -ed  to  fu l f i l l  i t s
obl igat ion to  f i l l  data gaps in  the a l lo t t .ed t ime.  Chapter  5
of  the Draf t  F ina l  RI  ident i f ies some data gaps though no
discussion is provided as to how and where thev wil- l  be carried out
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In addi t ion,  the Draf t  F ina l -  RI  d id  not  conta in
modi f icat ions as s tat .ed in  the response to comments.  For
example,  response to comment  3 of  the Hydrogeologica l  Sect ions
s ta tes  "F igu res  3 .7 -6  th rough  3 .7 -1 -0  have  a l so  been  amended  to
incorporate f i rs t  encountered groundwaterr ' .  Th is  in format ion has
no t  been  added  to  the  new pe r t i nen t .  f i gu res  3 .7 -1 -0  th rough  3 .7 -
1 r )

The Draft Final Parce1 B Rf report also provides a window to
the cleanup act. ivit ies by another Navy unit.  out.side of the FFA
and CERCLA oversight. To the concerns raised by the Department
on the c leanup act iv i ty  by the Caretaker  Si te  Of f ice at  Hunters
Point, the Navy has not been able to f ind any documentation on
the nature of  the c leanup.  The RI  repor t  ind icates that ,  some
removal  act ions have t .aken p lace by that  o f f ice.  However ,  i t  is
not known to what degree that off ice has been conducting
independent. cleanups. We ask the Navy to adhere to the FFA. Any
CERCLA act iv iL ies outs ide the FFA is  considered a v io la t . ion of
that  agreement  subject  to  d ispute resolut ion.

The repor t ,  appears to  have confused d i f ferences between
removal  and remedia1 act ions.  I t .  is  not  c l .ear  i f  ,  for  example,
the exploratory excavat ion is  considered a remedia l  act ion or  a
removal action. The Exploratory Excavation Engineering
Evaluat ion/Cost  Analys is  was scoped for  a  removal  act ion.
Although, the Navy plans to remove l imited amount of contaminat,ed
soj - l -s ,  i t  is  premature Lo consider  the removal  as f ina l  .

The s j - te  character izat ion and p lume maps in  the RI  repor t
seem to have focused on cont ,aminat ion f rom sur face to  10 feet
below sur face.  However ,  t .here are areas wi th  contaminat ion
deeper  than 10 feet  be low sur face that  have not  been addressed.
There is a pot.ential that such contamination might impacL t.he
groundwater .  Present  development  of  mi t igat ion measures do not
address those contaminants that  wi l - l  potent ia l ly  migrate in to the
g'roundwaL,er.

h a a n . i  r ^  ^ r r e  e ^ 2 r r ^ A F  t s l ^ ^  t T ^ - - - -  1 ^ ^ -  * ^ !  . :  l ^ - ^ lrJED;lrue our request, t .he Navy has not considered the impacL
of  groundwater  migrat ion to  the Bay.  Instead,  the Navy has
deferred the potential impact of t .he groundwat.er to the Bay to
the Ecologica l  invest igat ion.  I t  is  impor tant  to  note that  the
Ecologica l  invest igat ion has only  focused on the sediment ,s  in  the
Bay. It .  does not address any groundwater migration from
di f ferent  parcels  in to the Bay.  The Navy needs to  expla in  how
such invest . igat , ion wi l l  be addressed in  the ecologica l
i nves t i qa t i on .
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The Draf t  F ina l  RI  conta ins references to  removal  act ions
which have noL been p lanned by t .he BCT.  I t  is  not  c lear  how
these removal  act ions wi l l  f i t  in t .o  the overa l l  c leanup at  Parcel
B. For example, fuel l- ine and DNAPL removal actions have not,
been p lanned and i t  is  not  c lear  when they wi l l  be completed.

The bedrock aqui fer  seems to be character ized in  order  to
understand the extent of contaminat, ion. We have found that
groundwater samples in some bedrock aquifer wells were not
analyzed for  VOCs.  We bel ieve i t  is  impor tant  to  understand i f
contamination in t.he bedrock aquifer has extended onto Parcel A.
We recommend the Navy to undertake the analysis as part of the
moni tor ing program.

In conclusion, w€ have found the report to be inadequate in
areas descr ibed above.  Despi te  data gaps and inadequate
explanat ions on the above issues,  w€ bel ieve i t  is  s t i l l -  poss ib le
to proceed wi th  developJ-ng a feas ib i1 i ty  sLudy.  The Depar tment
accepts the Draf t  F ina l  RI  repor t  wi th  s t ipu lat ion that  a l l  the
above issues wi l l  be addressed in  the upcoming CERCLA
documentat ion.  To accelerat ,e  that  process,  we ask the Navy to
respond to the above and encl-osed comments on the human heal-th
r isk assessment  by August  1- ,  1996.  We a iso ask t .he Navy to
proceed wi th  f ie ld  work to  fu l f i l l  the dat .a  gaps as soon as
p o s s i b l e .

Shou1d you have any quest ions wi th  respect  to  t .h is  le t ter ,
p l e a s e  c a l - l  m e  a t  ( 5 1 0 ) 5 4 0 - 3 8 2 L .

Sincere ly ,

Cyrus abahari
ManagerProj  eCt

O f f i c e o f  M i l i t a r y  F a c i l i t c i e s

Enclosures

cc :  P lease  See  NexL  Paqe
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US EPA
Region IX
Attn : Anna-Marie Cook lH-9 -21
75 Hawthorne Street
San  F ranc i sco ,  Ca l i f o rn ia  941 -05

Regional Water Qualit ,y Cont.rol Board
A t tn :  R i cha rd  H ie t t
2L0L  Webs te r  S t ree t ,  Su i te  500
Oakland,  Cal i forn ia 94612

Ci ty  and County of  San Francisco
Depar tment  of  Publ ic  Heal th
Attn: Amy Brownell
101  Grove  S t ree t ,  Room 207
San Francisco,  Cal - i forn ia 94102

Eng inee r ing  Fac i l i t y  Ac t i v i t i es ,  Wes t
A t t n :  M r .  M i k e  M c C l e l ] a n d  1 6 2 . 3 )
900 Commodore Drive
San  Bruno ,  Ca l i f o rn ia  94066-5005
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(818) 551.2863 Votcc
(818) 651.2E41 Facslmile

FROM:

DATE:

SUBJECT:

M E M O R A N D U M

Cyrus Shabahari, Project Manager
Site Mitigation Branch, Region 2
700 Heinz, Second Floor, Building F
Berkeley, CA 94704

James M. Polisini. Ph.D. \
Human ano Econjic"lii.r Division (HERt\g

July 2, 1996 \J
PARCEL B DRAFT FINAL HUMAN HEALTH RISK ASSESSMENT
IPCA 14740, S|TE 200050_45 491

Backqround

we have reviewed portions of the documenttiued ParcetB Remediallnvestigation DraftFinal Report, Hunters Point Shipyarct" San Francisco, California dated June 3, 1996 anO prepa;O
by PRC Environmenbl Management, Inc. The volumes received for review includect: Volume X,Appendix N, Human Health Risk Assessment; Volume Xt, Appendix N, Attachm"nl f.t-C,concentration Terms; Volume Xfl, Appendix N, Afiachmenr i!-E tnrough Anacnment ru-n; and,Volume Xlll' Appendix N, Attachment N-H through Attachment N-J, These volumes werereceived in our offices on June 17, 1996. This raview is in response to yourwritten work request<lated February 1, 1996.

A fourteen page bcsimile copy of the response to agency comments on the Draft parcel
B Remedial Investigation was also furnished for review. rniresionse to comrnents is dated June3, 1996 with a transmittal memorandum dated May 30, 1gg0.

Hunters Point Annex (HPA) is situated on a promontory in the southeastern portion of SanFrancisco Bay. HPA is bounded on the north and east by San Francisco Bay and on the southand west by.the Bayview Hunters Point district of San Frincisco. rne on-uiiJprp-"rtv 
"t 

HpA isapproximately 497 acres on land of which 66 acres are contained in parcet e. p;rclf B is
bounded on the north and east by San Francisco Bay, on thE south-southwest by parcelA, on thesouth'southeast by Parcel C, and on the west by a construction materials recycting facility.

General Commonte

A significant number of changes have been made in this draft final of the parcet g ilwhich make the product much more Cohesive. We appreciate the Navy respon."to-Jorr;i,t*
made on the previous draft. There are, however, some rninor changes which woutd impiove thedocumenl
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Cyrus Shabahari
July 2, 1996
Page2

SD€cific commonts 

I
Please amend Table N.3-4 to clearly indicate which uptake hctors are from Baes, bt al.

(Section3.2.3,2.4, page N-3-1S) and thosewhich are calculated using equation 3-7 (Section
3'2.3.2.4, page N-3-21). Table N.3.4 contains a footnote referring to equation B-7 br only sorne
contaminants. I agsume that alf the other uptake factors are from Baes, et al., but a footnote
indicating thE source should be includect for the uptake factors not currenly footnoted.

we do not agree with the overly-broad statement that'Mutagenesis is rarely seen in
mammals'(Section 4.5, page N.4-7), Broadly dofined, mutagenesis includes inctuciion of DNA
damage and all types of genetic alterations ranging from changes in one or a few DNA base pairs
to gross changes in chromosome structure or chromosome number (Casarett and Doull's
Toxicology). Please amend or remove this sentence.

We appreciate the effort which went intrc removing the concrete to obtain an air sampte
from building 134 for use in this risk assessment (Section 5.2.2, page N-S-g). The degree to
which ono sample can reflect site-specific conditions is always in question. Ambient 

-

concentrations of benzene in the San Francisco Bay region have been detected at concentrations
higher than the building 134 concentration of 1 .82 ug/ms This seems odd when benzene is a
site+elated contaminant of the A aquifer. The originat proposal from U,S. EpA Region lX was to
compare indoor air to U.S. EPA indoor air Preliminary Remediation Goals (PRGs). Comparison of
air concentrations with U.S. EPA Regiorr lX PRGs, as long as exposures are summed, is the
appropriate comparison for RI/FS decisions. Gomparison of air concentrations with tower of the
OSHA Permissible Exposure Levels (PELs), or the California PELs contained in Tifle g of the
California Code of Regulations (CCR), would allow evaluation of a work place after any R1/FS
cleanup.

The second sentence of the discussion of chromium in the toxicity assessment (Section
6.3' page N-63) should be amended. lt currently contiains the word 'not'which indicatei tnat
chromium Vl was measured in sarnples whiclr were not arulyzed for chromium Vl.

Responses to Gommente - Appendix P

The responses lo GeneralComment number 1 and Appendix p Specific Comment
number 4 indicate that information has been included to allow the San Francisco Rogional rAhter
Quality Control Board (SFRWQOB) to make a determination regarcting the beneficiafuses of
Aquifer A in Parcel B. Has the SFRWOCB yet made a deterrnination iegarding Aquifer A?

The response to Specific Comment number 5 on Volume ll of the draft Rl report in<licates
that site'_specific screening criteria (HGALs) will be included in the '...final remedial investigation
report'- Do not include site-specific screening criteria in the final Rl without submittalfor review
and discussion. We recommend that any site-speciflc screening criteria be submitted as a
separate projeeJ note ficr revlew and discussion.

We agree that the Phase 1A ecological risk assessment is adequate br characterization
of the terrcstrial ecological threat (Response to Specific Comment 1 1). i was unabfe to ;gcate the
rebrence text in the new formulation of the risk assessmenl, but any reference to'adverse
ecological effects' should refer to 'adverse tgrcstrie! ecological effects' to indicate that the aquatic
assessment is not yet completed.

The point of Specific comment number 9 was that comparison of measured gg mod'eted
indoor air concentrations with EPA indoor air PRGs does not oonsider the added doif ot sdme
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Reviewed by: A. Kimiko Klein, ph.D.
Staff Toxicotogist
Human and Ecological Risk Division

cc: MichaelJ. wade, ph.D., DABT, seniorToxicotogist, DsMoA coordinator. HERD

Dan Stralka, Ph.D.
U.S. EPA Region lX
S u perfu n d Technicat Assistanoe Section ( H-9-3)
75 Hawthorne
San Francisco, CA 94105

JPW: C:\j impVIs k\hunters\parbri2.doc\h :4 9

,

organic compounds from 'ambient' air or other routes of exposure. We will accept the comiarisonwrth u.s, EPA PRGs as long as the correct additive methoiology is utitized.

Conclqsions

. The remaining critical issues are the apparent lack of a determination on beneficial,use ofthe A aquifer by the san Francisco Regionalwater Quatity control aoaro lsrnweCal anO use ofPELs in the industrial'use scenario evaluation of air. The A aquifer may need to ne consiol;l;
a potential source of direct exposure if the sFRWecB does not determine the A aquiferis- 

-- --

unsuitable for domestic use. We believe the U.S, EPA indoor airpRGs, rather than the oSHAPELs, are the appropriate criteria for indoor air in allexposure scenarios, as long 
"r 

tn. ;66*;additive methodology is utilized.
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